ABSTRACT: This article challenges two general assumptions that have guided the study of Mexican foreign policy in the last four decades. First, that from this policy emerges national consensus; and, secondly that between Mexico and the US there is a "special relation" thanks to which Mexico has been able to develop an autonomous foreign policy. The two assumptions are discussed in light of the impact on Mexican domestic politics of the 1954 USsponsored military coup against the government of government of Guatemala. In Mexico, the US intervention reopened a political fracture that had first appeared in the 1930's, as a result of President Cárdenas'radical policies that divided Mexican society. These divisions were barely dissimulated by the nationalist doctrine adopted by the government. The Guatemalan Crisis brought some of them into the open. The Mexican President, Adolfo Ruiz Cortines' priority was the preservation of political stability. He feared the US government might feel the need to intervene in Mexico to prevent a serious disruption of the status quo. Thus, Ruiz Cortines found himself in a delicate position in which he had to solve the conflicts derived from a divided elite and a fractured society, all this under the pressure of US' expectations regarding a secure southern border. 
In June 1954 the CIA sponsored the overthrow of the Guatemalan President Jacobo Árbenz. This intervention is an established historical fact. In 1999 President Bill Clinton in a visit to Guatemala said: "Support for military forces and intelligence units which engaged in violence and widespread repression was wrong, and the United States must not repeat that mistake" (Barrett, 2011: 23) . This action was similar to the covert operation the Eisenhower administration undertook the year before against President Mossadegh in Iran. In Washington the same cause explained both cases: Soviet expansion. The relevance of the Guatemalan episode lies in that it is at the origin of decades of instability and internal strife in Latin American countries. In Guatemala itself it was the beginning of more than four decades of military rule and repression (Blanton, 2008; Cullather, 2006; Rabe, 2012 ).
Washington's aggression against a constitutional government that had been democratically elected triggered a wave of protest throughout the region soured inter-American relations and gave a dramatic meaning to the notion sphere of influence. Protests against the US dissolved shortly after Árbenz' downfall. However, the intervention left a lasting mark on the perception Latin Americans had of the United States, and on the internal dynamics of the countries of the region. As Stephen G. Rabe says, "Guatemala served as the training ground for subsequent US interventions in countries like Cuba, Brazil, British Guiana and Chile." (Rabe, 2008: 53) . It also conveyed to Latin Americans the message that the Good Neighbor policy belonged to the past.
The impact of these events on Mexican domestic politics is rarely examined, (Buchenau, 2004; Pellicer, 1965 Pellicer, -1966 Robinson, 1987) even though almost ten years later, the Cuban Revolution had a similar effect. This experience by contrast, has been a subject of interest to many scholars (Covarrubias, 2008; Fenn, 1963; Keller, 2012; Pellicer, 1968; Pellicer, 1972) . In Mexico, the operation against Árbenz in 1954 produced reactions analogous to those that accompanied the Cuban events: it stirred up protests among university students and teachers; divided the political elite, and within the middle-classes it reopened a political fracture that had first appeared in the thirties. Former President Lázaro Cárdenas was at the heart of this division. His government's radical policies (1934) (1935) (1936) (1937) (1938) (1939) (1940) precipitated the politicization of Mexican society, instigating an ideological confrontation between socialists, nationalists, Catholics and Communists. The conflicts were so severe that the country seemed to be on the brink of a civil war. The Second World War introduced a truce that was the basis of long-term stability.
The political fracture that split Mexican society and elite at the end of Cárdenas' term of office was reopened by the cold war. This was among the most salient effects of the 1954 crisis in the US-Guatemala relation. The conflict replicated the USSR/US rivalry at the local level. In Mexico it also exposed the persistence of the antagonism that opposed cardenistas and anti-cardenistas. Thus, in the Summer of 1954 the political debate in Mexico was set by an external issue, the US intervention in Guatemala.
In March 1954 the X Inter-American Conference took place in Caracas. At issue was the presumed Communist influence on the Guatemalan government. Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles' intention was to condemn the Guatemalan government and prepare a collective intervention against it. Mexico's position at this conference seemed to adhere to a tradition of autonomy in foreign policy. The Mexican delegation did not give in to the US pressure, and when the anti-Communist resolution was submitted by the US delegation to the assembly, Mexico abstained from voting. For Ruiz Cortines, this stance did not imply a rejection of Washington's anti-Communist crusade or the commitment to a continuous support of the Guatemalan reformist government. After Árbenz fell, the Mexican President distanced himself from the Guatemalan exiles' and took harsh measures against Communists in Mexico. What is the explanation for this apparent contradiction? What was the impact of the cold war on Mexican politics? What were the Mexican president's goals? What was the link between internal and external policies?
Two broad assumptions guide most of scholarly research on Mexican foreign policy of the second half of the twentieth century: first that foreign policy is a source of national consensus (Ojeda, 1976: 105; Meyer, 2010) . Second, that Mexico and the US had a "special relationship", an "understanding". According to which the two countries "agreed to disagree" on matters of international politics that did not involve strategic interests of either country. This agreement would be the basis of a relatively autonomous Mexican foreign policy (Ojeda, 1976: 93) .
The Guatemalan episode of 1954 disproves both assumptions. First, Mexican public opinion and the elite were divided. There was sharp disagreement on the government's policy towards Guatemala, and on the extent of Communist influence in the Árbenz government. Second, at the end of the crisis President Ruiz Cortines joined Washington's policy intended to "extirpate" Communist influence from the hemisphere.
The assumption that foreign policy creates national consensus is difficult to sustain when examining its implications. First, it implies that internal stability depends on it. There is no evidence to support this claim that overestimates the meaning of foreign policy for Mexican society. At the same time, it underestimates the divisive effects of international politics in a politically diverse society. For instance, in 1936 Mexican public opinion was profoundly divided regarding the support President Lázaro Cárdenas gave to the Spanish Republic, again in 1942, on the declaration of war against the Axis, and after 1945 there was no unanimity with respect of the post-war alliance with the US (Sola Ayape, 2014; Archivo Manuel Gómez Morín, [AMGM] Instituto Tecnológico Autóno-mo de México).
1 In spite of bitter disagreement within Mexican society, internal balances did not collapse. Foreign policy was not conducive to internal reconciliation, but the nationalist discourse and the PRI hegemony dis-simulated the differences. Secondly, between Mexico and the US there was no long-term "agreement to disagree", rather short-term bargains renewed in accordance with the conditions of the immediate context. In 1954 the margin of maneuver of the Mexican President was defined by Eisenhower's narrow interpretation of Soviet aims and strategy. This margin was broader in the context of John Kennedy´s less intransigent and exacting foreign policy.
Ariel Rodríguez Kuri claims that President Ruiz Cortines represents the apex of the success of Mexican authoritarianism. According to him, Ruiz Cortines was the beneficiary of a consolidated political consensus achieved thanks to political stability and sustained economic growth (Rodríguez Kuri, 2008) . The focus of Rodríguez Kuri's analysis is the presidency as an institution persistently threatened by local caciques or dissidents from the revolutionary elite. However, by the beginning of the fifties it had finally stabilized. A broad perspective of the political system outbalances Rodriguez Kuri's consensus and exposes fissures, cracks and cleavages concealed by an imaginary all-powerful Presidency.
Ruiz Cortines' ambivalence or lack of enthusiasm for the reformist policies the arbencistas called the "Guatemalan primavera" was primarily a defensive reaction that indicates profound fractures in Mexican society. The President's priority was the preservation of political stability. Ideological antagonisms, socioeconomic and regional differences divided Mexican society. Stability was fragile in a fractured society where the elite in power was torn and the nationalist call seemed insufficient to build consensus. The Guatemalan crisis increased the destabilizing potential of these divisions. There were other causes of discontent, such as the Partido Revolucionario Institucional, PRI,'s virtual monopoly of political participation, rigged elections, inflation and the exasperating poverty of rural Mexico. The conditions of the country were difficult the first three years of Ruiz Cortines' term of office: economic growth slowed down, while demographic growth accelerated, disagreements derived from a conflicting presidential election in 1952. Alienated segments of the middle classes from the government, and inflation created unrest among workers' unions.
The Mexican President feared that the extension of the protest against US intervention would lead to a large and complex mobilization. Ruiz Cortines anticipated a conservative reaction to an emboldened left. Such a development could easily lead to the proliferation of protests, and to an anti-government mobilization. In that event, the powerful neighbor might be tempted to intervene to reestablish in Mexico a stability that was important to its security. Mexico's apprehension was not groundless since interventionism was a central component of the US cold war policy. The Guatemalan episode confirmed the observation of a US diplomat, that Latin Americans were more afraid of US interventionism than of Guatemalan Communism. 2 Ruiz Cortines' Guatemalan policy sought to satisfy the demands both of the left-wing of the official party, and of the conservatives that joined anti-Communist organizations and demonstrations. The President would defend self-determination when he addressed the Mexican left, and attack Communism when talking to Mexican anti-Communists, the private sector or the Catholic hierarchy. At the same time, south of the border the US needed a stable and reliable neighbor. President Ruiz Cortines had to guarantee Mexico's political stability to the US government. The differing positions and views of relevant political actors restricted Ruiz Cortines' options. He tried to keep a delicate balance between antagonistic pressures by playing what could be seen as a duplicitous game.
President Ruiz Cortines' policy towards Guatemala has been harshly criticized. Jürgen Buchenau describes it as "the abandonment of revolutionary principles" achieving a "feeble balance"; (Buchenau, 2004: 119-120) . Nancy Robinson attributes the "lukewarm support" of Arbenz to the predominantly conservative atmosphere of the country and to "traditionally conflicting" relations between Mexico and Guatemala; (Robinson, 1987: 232) . Buchenau and Robinson argue that Ruiz Cortines' policy was designed to accommodate the US and the Mexican private sector's pressures. Their conclusion is correct but their analyses are incomplete. The restrictions weighing upon the presidential decision-making derived also from divisions within the political elite, and from the opposing views of cardenistas and anticardenistas.
The Mexican President's goals were contradictory: he had to reconcile internal demands with external pressures, among which the US pressure was the most threatening. US strategy against the expansion of Soviet influence in Latin America destabilized the regional status quo and the internal balance of the countries where the US intervened. The battle against Communism shifted internal balances in these countries, and this produced the destabilizing consequences the alleged Communist offensive the US was trying to attack. The repercussions of this strategy were more disturbing than the impact of the policies it sought to check. The Mexican experience was exceptional among Latin American countries in that the government succeeded in keeping the US away from the country's domestic politics. Thus, a powerful cause of instability, direct US intervention, was absent from Mexican politics.
This article shows, first, that Mexican foreign policy was another source of division within Mexican society because it was a reflection of an internal fracture; and, secondly, that political stability depended on the government's ability to stop the mobilization of opposing groups. Mexican foreign policy could be charged of having two faces because it sought to dissolve tensions between antagonistic forces: cardenistas and anticardenistas. Political stability depended on the agreement of the left, as much as on that of conservative segments of public opinion, the anticardenistas, the Catholic Church and business organizations. Ruiz Cortines' needed also to maintain a cordial relation with the US. He also had to convince the US government that he had the capacity to guarantee stability, and persuade the US agencies and representatives that he could do so without US help.
In order to address this hypothesis, I begin by describing the impact of the cold war in Mexico and the rise of conservatism as a general atmosphere that enveloped the country; a section of this first part is dedicated to the cardenismo/anticardenismo fracture; secondly, I explore the US -Mexico relation within the framework of the US cold war Latin American policy, and the third part discusses President Ruiz Cortines' response to the Guatemalan crisis and its repercussions on the strategy of internal political actors.
ThE COLD WAR iN MExiCO
The transformation of the US into a superpower was the most momentous change affecting Mexico in the post-War period. A century after the 1847 war, the significant asymmetries that in the past were already significant in 1946 became incomparable. In terms of population alone, in that year Mexico had a population of 23 million; the United States had 145 million and was the world's leading industrial, economic and military power. Its size, geographical proximity and its offensive capabilities represented a threat to Mexico, whose government lived in constant apprehension of its neighbor's propensity to intervene in the domestic politics of other countries. The cold war accentuated this proclivity.
The cold war was a global phenomenon that in each country took the features of the local environment (Fein, 2008: 204) . In Mexico it gave rise to a powerful conservative atmosphere in a context of rapid social change, population growth, weak institutions and pronounced social inequalities. These processes and the tensions of a world that seemed to be on the verge of a nuclear war justified the concentration of power and the centralization of decision-making processes. Thus, the international context contributed to the authoritarian regime's consolidation. Three fundamental pieces shaped the political system: a centralized State, the presidency and the PRI. The hegemonic party was the main instrument of political control and the pillar of an extended clientelistic structure, that was central to the "diffuse support" many Mexicans gave their political system (Coleman, 1976) . This system discouraged political participation because stability rested mostly on conformity, controlled participation and repression.
In Mexico, the international context antagonism between Liberal Democracy and Totalitarian Communism was juxtaposed with existing political divisions namely the political fracture that separated cardenistas and anticardenistas. The cold war became the framework of reference for the Communist Party and for the Catholic Church. It redefined their position in the political system and the terms of the political debate, and it altered the balance of power. This framework helped the post-war Presidents undermine the cardenista coalition that up until 1948 included peasants ' and In the bipolar world, the ascent of the US was also felt in the realm of culture and ideas. In Mexico it gradually became predominant at the expense of the European influence that until the Second World War had been a protecting shield against US overwhelming power. Many Mexicans resented this influence. PRI ideologues conceived a nationalist doctrine intended to resist the appeal of US mass culture, solidify the Mexican identity, and foster traditional values. The nationalist doctrine was also meant to give ideological support to the regime. Inevitably, it had a significant component of anti-US attitudes that could easily turn into anti-Imperialistic manifestations, and often it carried a reflex reaction to side with the US adversaries. Therefore, anti-US protests could sound as pro-Communist or pro-Soviet attitudes and statements. However, Mexico adhered voluntarily to the anti-Communist crusade the US President, Dwight Eisenhower, launched as soon as he took office (1952) (1953) (1954) (1955) (1956) .
The increasing influence of US culture was a matter of concern for Mexican elites. In 1947, Daniel Cosío Villegas, the liberal historian and political commentator, wrote that US' influence crushed Mexico. It changed everything: food, fashion, political ideas, the language. It was like the Christian God: almighty and everywhere (Cosío Villegas, 1966, I: 202) .
The growing influence of the Catholic Church was a reaction to the US cultural influence, but the Church also played a significant role of social control. Historically, it had been critical of the influence of the "American way of life", of the liberal habits of women and of the frequency of divorce in US society. Nevertheless, after 1945 the Church and the US embassy met in the anti-Communist crusade, although there was a fundamental difference between anti-Communism in the US and anti-Communism in Mexico. The former's emphasis was on civil liberties, by contrast, the latter was a patriotic defense of religion and the family.
The change in the position of the Catholic Church on the political stage had a decisive impact on Mexican society and domestic politics. The 1917 Constitution contained a number of anticlerical dispositions intended to subordinate the Church to State authority and to limit its influence on society (These dispositions were eliminated in 1991). In the years of revolutionary radicalism, the Church was persecuted and fought a three-year war against the State (1926 State ( -1929 . However, when Mexico entered the Second World War, the Church responded to the government's call for national unity and was incorporated into the post-revolutionary regime.
The The strength of conservatism did not result in the development of a strong Catholic party. The Catholic Church could be the center of an alternative to the PRI, but its relations with the State were so close and complex if undefined, that Catholic authorities would not risk a confrontation. Thus, in Mexico Catholics remained tied to an extreme traditionalism that preached depoliticization and adherence to the nationalist doctrine (Loaeza, 1988: 160-169) . The close collaboration between Church and State hampered the development of an independent organization that would channel the institutional participation of right-wing sympathizers.
In this conservative setting, few objective elements justified the anti-Communist alarm. The relations between Mexico and the Soviet Union were rather poor. Mexico was the first Latin American country to establish diplomatic relations with the Soviet regime in 1925, however, they were interrupted after the Comintern directed the Partido Comunista Mexicano, PCM, to undertake revolutionary actions against the Mexican government in 1930 (Cárdenas,1993; Spenser,1999) . Relations were reestablished during the war. From then on Mexican Communists were consistently dependent on the "official left" represented by cardenismo and Lombardo Toledano.
The Mexican Revolution was the main obstacle to the development of Communism. The space this political force could have filled was taken by what was called revolutionary radicalism as practiced by President Cárdenas. During his term of office, the PCM followed the Popular Front strategy established by the Comintern, thus becoming a minor ally to the Partido Nacional Revolucionario, PNR, in power. The Central de Trabajadores de México, CTM, founded by Lombardo Toledano in 1936, virtually monopolized the control of workers' organizations. According to documents in the Soviet archives, for the Soviet government Lombardo was the real leader of the Mexican working class. 4 US and British intelligence considered him a "dangerous" and powerful man, the number 1 Soviet agent in Latin America (Spenser, 2010) . His political goals, his technique and the propaganda he disseminated were "identical" to those of "active Communist units". 5 The 1950's was a difficult decade for Mexican Communists. The PCM agonized for lack of resources, but also because of the relentless persecution by the government against its members. Police forces raided regularly the party's meetings and offices, and its leaders were incarcerated. The organization was further weakened by internal disputes and purges. According to a 1948 CIA report the number of card-carrying Communists in Mexico City was uncertain but not higher than one thousand. 6 In 1951 the party failed to gather the 30 thousand membership the law required, therefore, it lost official registration. In 1958 it had less than 5 thousand members in the whole of Mexico, whereas the CP in Argentina had 70 thousand members, in Brazil 50 thousand and in Cuba 12 thousand. 7 Mexican Communists depended on former President Cárdenas and Lombardo Toledano neither of which belonged to the party, however, both had direct access to the Soviet Communist party and to the Soviet government.
In the eyes of US intelligence agencies, Mexico was not an entirely reliable ally. First, the President, the PRI and union leaders made constant references to the Mexican revolution in an equivocal manner in the cold war context. Also, the line separating nationalism from anti-US statements and policies was tenuous. The main complaint the CIA had on Mexico's anti-Communist battle concerned the role the country played as a meeting point for Communists from all Latin America and other countries. 8 In 1948, according to the agency's report, the most important international Communist meetings outside the USSR were held in Mexico with delegates from Europe and Latin America in attendance. There they took decisions which "threatened the strategic interests of the United States." 9 According to the report, the Mexican government did not help the Communists, nevertheless Mexico was "the main tactical area of Communism in the Western Hemisphere". 10 (NACP, CIA, 1949) . However, the authors of this report missed that by 1954 revolution in Mexico was a historical chapter not a political option.
A fractured elite and a divided society: Cardenismo and anti-Cardenismo
President Lázaro Cárdenas revitalized the Mexican Revolution that in the twenties had fallen into the hands of the last generation of generals who had fought in the civil war. He mobilized workers and peasants; encouraged their organization, began an extensive land reform, introduced labor legislation, and nationalized the oil industry. The image of President Cárdenas became forever tied to the defense of the underprivileged. His policies were associated to a strong State, anticlericalism, Statecontrolled schools and expropriations. Cárdenas was popular with workers and peasants, but he was unpopular with the bourgeoisie and large segments of the middle classes. The roots of the most consequential political fracture of XXth century Mexico are to be found in his administration (Knight, 1994) .
The positions and proposals of cardenistas were more consistent and better articulated than those of anti-cardenistas who were a heterogeneous lot: some of them were prominent members of the private sector or their employees; the majority upheld Catholic traditions rejecting the Revolution's legacy of policies and institutions. Anticardenismo marshalled the PAN, the ultraconservative Unión Nacional Sinarquista, UNS, and other Catholic and business organizations. These groups may have been large but their lack of organization made them relatively weak. They never found a leader similar to Cárdenas or Lombardo to unify them. Besides, they tended to shun political participation and only gained some coherence in times of crisis, or when they were facing a challenge, such as the return of Cárdenas and the organization of the left.
The image of Lázaro Cárdenas remained firmly rooted in many Mexicans' imagination even after he left office. He was influential with politicians and government officials. He often intervened on behalf of workers or peasants, to demand the President to help solve a conflict involving unions or agrarian leagues. 11 However, he was a contradictory figure: he challenged presidential authority, and was at the heart of the political fracture that eroded the PRI's hegemony. At the same time, Cárdenas was at the center of the official party's legitimacy given that he was an essential protagonist of the post-revolutionary State.
Cárdenas political comeback was a reaction to Washington's increasing hostility against reformist governments in Latin America, and to the Eisenhower's administration proclivity to intervene, plan covert operations, subversive actions and negative propaganda campaigns. He believed that US hegemony was destroying national sovereignty in Latin America. The former President became the self-appointed representative of a growing anti-US sentiment shared by many Mexicans who thought that the US exploited Latin American countries and gave nothing in return. This attitude was fed by the persistent refusal of the US to support Latin American countries' economic development. 12 Cárdenas' criticisms of US policy appealed to many Mexicans who had been affected by the government's restrictive economic policy, or for whom the significant increase of foreign direct investments was a cause of alarm. 13 Also, US cold war policy was probably one of the reasons why the former President became close to Latin American Communists and Soviet-sponsored organizations. This move was somewhat surprising because when he was President he kept the Communists at a distance (Carr, 1982: 62-63) . Nevertheless, he was a prudent politician. As already said, he avoided confrontation particularly with the President. The wish to remain in good terms with the President may be the reason he spent so much time and energy in international issues and eluded domestic affairs. Latin American themes enabled Cárdenas to become a leader of opinion within and outside the PRI. His followers shared his criticisms of the conservative policies of his successors in the presidency. In all likelihood, President Ruiz Cortines preferred Cárdenas participating in discussions on the arms race and world peace, than discussing minimum wages in Mexico. This Presidential strategy of leading Cárdenas to international issues had long-term consequences on the relationship of the Mexican left and foreign policy, making it an area of policy-making identified with cardenista postures. Also, an institutional pattern was developed that set Mexico's commitment to democracy, or any progressive cause, in the realm of foreign relations. For decades, the official left tended to concentrate in this area, to specialize in these matters and to see foreign policy as its territory. This "transaction" was reached at the expense of consistency of an authoritarian regime which in the outside world fought for democracy.
Throughout the second half of the forties, Cárdenas extended his leadership to Central America. He sought to articulate a nationalist and anti-imperialistic defense of Latin American countries. In doing so, he became involved in a dense network of contacts with foreign organizations, many of them linked to international Communism. In 1948 he was elected member of the Honor Committee of the Congress of Trade-Unions Unity, and the Cuban Communist leader, Juan Marinello invited him to be vice president of the World Peace Conference, a Soviet organization (NACP, CIA, 1954 ).
14 In 1956, Cárde-nas was awarded the Stalin Peace Prize by the Soviet government.
Cárdenas' return to the political stage assembled his adversaries, those who thought he personified the Communist influence. In the fifties, the two most important newspapers in Mexico City, Excelsior and El Universal, sustained a prolonged and violent anti-cardenista campaign (Servín, 2004) . The UNS spearheaded a violent charge against him, accusing him of planning a return to power only now as a Moscow agent. The conservative weekly La Nación offers an ample repertory of anti-Cárdenas attacks. In June 1954, in the midst of the Guatemalan crisis, the magazine stated that Cárde-nas' utmost interest was "state-sponsored, left-wing Communism". It also referred to his government's policies as "cruel and inept experiments". 15 La Nación explained that Cárdenas was taking advantage of events in Guatemala to agitate in Mexico which it said, he flooded with declarations and statements, while stirring unrest in the countryside. 16 The cardenismo/anticardenismo antagonism transcended Cárdenas himself and his term of office. It became a historical fracture, a long-standing feature of the Mexican political landscape of the second half of the XXth century and a pivot for a wide range of political forces and options. At times of intense politicization, the fracture became visible and framed the conflict of the moment. In 1954, it played its part in the Communist/antiCommunist dispute; in 1961, it provided the background for the founding of the Movimiento de Liberación Nacional, inspired by the Cuban revolution. In 1988, when it finally split from its roots, the PRI, it articulated the leftwing opposition to neo-liberal policies. In the XXIst century cardenismo continues to be a reference for all political forces.
MExiCO iN PRESiDENT EiSENhOWER'S LATiN AMERiCAN COLD WAR POLiCY
At first glance, the post-war international order appeared not to have significantly altered relations between countries in the hemisphere; it had simply consolidated the United States' hegemony and accentuated the region's relative isolation from the rest of the world. In 1945, the rule of the Monroe Doctrine was acknowledged as a legitimate reference for all countries in the continent -except Canada-at the 1945 Chapultepec Conference in Mexico City. The Act of Chapultepec consecrated the Doctrine on the assumption that anti-Communism was the cornerstone of a political identity shared by all nations in the Hemisphere.
Because of his military background Eisenhower's foreign policy perspective was deeply influenced by geopolitical and strategic considerations. His view was embedded in the Monroe Doctrine. 17 Anticommunism took a predominant place in Eisenhower's thinking. It led his administration to an "unabashed embrace of anti-Communist military dictatorships and its unwillingness to criticize, however mutedly, rampant political and civil repression in Latin America." (Rabe, 1988: 40-41) . At the same time, the acknowledgment of Latin America's strategic importance did not make Eisenhower change his view regarding the economic development of the region. He firmly believed it should rely primarily on resources supplied by trade and private investment (Rabe, 1988: 66) . Consequently, the Eximbank long-term lending was frozen, "the banks development loans in Latin America fell from 147 million in 1952 to 7.6 million in 1953." (Rabe, 1988: 66) .
Eisenhower's policy towards Mexico was nuanced in that he would seek to understand this country's needs before acting on uninformed assumptions, as it apparently happened in other countries. Guatemala seems to be an egregious example of this kind of policy-making. In this respect Mexico held a privileged position. Eisenhower would often ask the US ambassador directly for information about the Mexico's internal situation by-passing the State Department. Thus, at this particular stage of the cold war, the Mexican government could use the US fear of Soviet expansion to its advantage. It leveraged the country's geographical location within the North American security perimeter to ensure a different treatment to that given other countries in the region. This would be the basis for the "special relation" between the two countries. At the same time, the US-USSR rivalry hardened the restrictions on "the country's freedom of political action" (Ojeda, 1974: 92) . The deterioration of the relation between the superpowers, the intensification of international tensions and the threat of a nuclear war inhibited Mexico's diplomatic activity.
The Mexican government adopted two strategies to cope with the power of the United States. First, it assimilated the main restrictions deriving from territorial contiguity, as if these limitations were self-imposed. For example, regarding international alliances Mexico knew it could never approach the Soviet Union. It also acknowledged that socialism was not an alternative for a country that was the neighbor and weak ally, of the most ferocious adversary of that ideology and political regime. 18 Secondly, the nationalist doctrine developed by the PRI included a commitment to democracy. As a result, anti-Communism took a prominent place in the official PRI doctrine. This addition turned out to be useful for the government that was seeking to weaken the cardenista coalition, many of whose members were identified as Communists.
At the time, democracy was understood as a longterm process. Washington accepted the Mexican regime as a "democracy in the making" the more praiseworthy because it was able to maintain political stability. Eisenhower repeatedly talked about his wish to foster cooperation with Mexico, which he considered different to other Latin American countries, simply because it shared with the US a border stretching more than 1 800 miles. This fact bore a special meaning for a military man, who was also fighting a war, of a fundamentally diplomatic and ideological nature, but one that could become an armed conflict at any moment. Under those conditions, it was clearly advisable to maintain good relations with a neighbor whose territory could be useful in the worst case scenario.
19
In October 1953, when the preparations for the coup against Árbenz were gathering pace, the Presidents of Mexico and the United States met at the inauguration of the Falcon Dam on the border between Tamaulipas and Texas. In his welcoming speech, Eisenhower compared the two countries with two friends who shared "the kind of friendship that seeks-seeks earnestly and persistently to understand the viewpoint of the other, and then labor with sympathy and with all that is in the heart to meet the viewpoint of his friend." (The New York Times, 20/ 10/ 1953) . He offered Mexico help and talked about the country's specific needs of technical assistance, educational opportunities and capital. Ruiz Cortines' public response was a defense of general and abstract principles: he alluded to a threatened international peace. He also spoke of national sovereignty and self-determination as priority issues in the Mexican agenda, as if the ghost of intervention was flying over the friendly meeting.
The press reports suggest that President Eisenhower was speaking the language of cooperation, but the Mexican President seemed unimpressed. If the US President was indeed offering Mexico a program of economic aid, this meeting was a lost opportunity to give the US-Mexico relations a new direction and a wider scope. No meaningful dialog took place between the two Presidents. Instead parallel monologues prevailed. There was just one subject on which both agreed explicitly: the need to fight Communism and the preservation of Mexican political stability that Eisenhower was prepared to bolster. At this time of general paranoia, the Mexicans' ambivalent attitudes and policies toward foreign Communists, or the government's defense of State's intervention, did not disturb the cordiality between the two countries. According to Dulles, Mexico could not see the seriousness of the Communist threat, because it had "a tradition of extreme liberalism." He believed the Mexican Revolution had socialist tendencies, but that it was neither Marxist nor had a connection to the Soviets. Also, in his opinion, the PRI was committed to capitalism and he concluded "there is little doubt that in time of crisis Mexico would be on our side." (FRUS, 1952 (FRUS, -1954 (FRUS, : 1351 . John Foster Dulles' analysis of the Mexican situation reveals surprising restraint.
Mexico in the face of US intervention in Guatemala
According to the Mexin Ambassador to the OAS, Luis Quintanilla, the covert operation against the Árbenz government was a public secret (AGE, SRE, Exp. Luis Quintanilla, 17/ 01/ 1955). It was in everybody's minds and lips since 1952; the White House, the Department of State, and Congress were involved. US senators "knew of the operation before, during and immediately after its occurrence." (Barrett, 2011: 24) . Their position was "that the US government should do whatever it might take, short of outright war, to stop ongoing 'Soviet aggression' in Central America." (Barrett, 2011: 24) . The US press openly discussed the administration's plans to respond to the challenge posed by the Communists influence in Guatemala. In January 1954, the new US Ambassador in that country, John Peurifoy, declared to the press that his country would intervene unilaterally in Guatemala if the situation continued to deteriorate: "Public opinion in the U.S. might force us to take some measures to prevent Guatemala from falling into the lap of international Communism. We cannot permit a Soviet republic to be established between Texas and the Panama Canal."
23
Mexico was compelled to take a stand at the X InterAmerican Conference the proceedings of which were held in Caracas from March 1 to 28, 1954 . President Ár-benz had included members of the Communist party in his cabinet, had started an agrarian reform that hurt the interests of the oligarchy and the United Fruit Company. In the eyes of the CIA and the Department of State these measures jeopardized the Hemisphere's stability because they opened the door to Soviet influence.
Many signs indicated that the removal of Árbenz's government was imminent. The meeting in Caracas was scheduled to examine economic issues; however, Secretary Dulles used it as a platform to condemn Communism and the Guatemalan government, and to prepare a collective intervention. It was the intention of the Resolution advanced by the US delegation at the conference, to achieve both ends. At the plenary session of March 8, the Mexican Secretary of Foreign Relations, Luis Padilla Nervo, answered to Secretary Dulles' Resolution defending the principles of self-determination and non-intervention. His arguments were clear and consistent, but they were presented in general and abstract terms, never referring to Árbenz' government or Guatemala, in particular.
24
The Mexican minister pointed out that the US delegation Resolution was against the Mexican constitution and paved the way for foreign intervention in domestic affairs. He proposed two amendments: the first presented "International Communism" as any other political doctrine that did not by itself represent a threat and had no attachments to any particular country; and the second sought to preserve the principle of national sovereignty leaving the terms of the anti-Communist combat to the constitutional rules of each government. The assembly rejected both amendments.
Over the course of two weeks, the Secretary of State worked tirelessly to push through, with the largest possible number of votes, Resolution XCIII, "Declaration of Solidarity for the Preservation of the Political Integrity of the American States against International Communism Intervention". 25 The Resolution stated that "the domination or control of the political institutions of any American State by the international communist movement, extending to this hemisphere the political system of an extra-continental power, would constitute a threat to the sovereignty and political independence of the American States," endangering the peace of America (Department of State, 1954: 8-9) . The Resolution was voted on March 13. It passed with 17 votes in favor, two abstentionsArgentina and Mexico 26 -and Guatemala's solitary vote against. Practically all of the delegates agreed that Communism had no place in the hemisphere, but they also unanimously rejected the interventionism that was implicit in the proposed resolution.
27

The Mexican game
In normal circumstances, Mexican public opinion was indifferent to international politics. But in the Summer of 1954 it woke up to the cold war tensions of the Guatemalan Crisis and the mobilization of a leftist minority demanding the government to help Árbenz. Their cause did not win unanimous support. Some believed that the Guatemalans had been reckless to openly challenge the US. Others thought the small country was the victim of a subversive plan. There were those who questioned the idea of foreign intervention and saw the conflict as a civil war.
La Nación charged the "creole communists" of seeking to relinquish Mexico to International Communism. It further denounced the existence of Communist cells in the university and in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. attack against the government, the president of the PRI, General Gabriel Leyva Vázquez stated "…the PRI can declare categorically that democratic symbols are Mexico's banner and that we are against any idea or proposition contradicting those symbols. Thus, the party rejects Communism and any other totalitarian system." 29 As Manuel Gómez Morín wrote in June 1954, the invasion of Guatemala was "the most important issue for Mexican public opinion today." (La Nación, 20/ 06/ 1954) . Vicinity, the fear of Communism and the likelihood of the intervention of US troops would explain the unusual interest raised by the crisis.
President Ruiz Cortines would have preferred to remain on the sidelines and observe the events rather than to involve himself in the crisis. Nevertheless, geography and the Mexican left imposed themselves. The country was restless. A combination of cardenistas and other discontented groups could favor the articulation of protests that had other motivations: inflation, the dire conditions of the agriculture and farmers, low wages, labor unions unrest. The government followed different strategies to meet the potential challenge, among them the sponsorship of "independent organizations" that confronted the left. However, they were nothing more than a label. For instance, the "First Congress against Soviet Intervention in Latin America" was inaugurated in Mexico City at the beginning of June. In addition to the participants who came from all Latin American countries, the Franco government sent a delegation even if Mexico did not have diplomatic relations with the Spanish dictatorship. In the opening speech of the Congress, Arturo Amaya, who was also secretary of the Sociedad Pro-Liberación de Guatemala, thanked President Ruiz Cortines for his political and financial support.
30
On June 17, Guatemalan rebel troops crossed the border from Honduras to their country under the orders of Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas. They had the support of Ambassador Peurifoy, and of a psychological offensive that made Guatemalans believe that the operation was backed by a much larger military force. Called to the defense of the government, the Guatemalan army hesitated and fearing the arrival of the US marines it abandoned President Árbenz (Gleijeses, 1992: 329-339) . On June 26, the press announced his resignation. 31 He and his family took refuge in the Mexican embassy.
The Árbenz family's decision to seek asylum in the Mexican embassy was not surprising. Mexico held a respectable tradition of political asylum that was the pride of many members of the Foreign Service; the Mexican revolution was always a reference and a model to the Primavera guatemalteca, mainly the agrarian reform, Mexican engineers having participated in its design. The Mexican left had supported Árbenz from the start, under Lázaro Cárdenas leadership. Nevertheless, arbencistas may not have realized that in the eyes of many Mexicans and of US agencies, this support was proof of their subservience to the Soviet Union.
Vicente Lombardo Toledano was often a guest of the Guatemalan government, and he delivered inflammatory speeches against US imperialism at multitudinous public meetings.
32 (NACP, CIA, 1951) . His career as union leader peaked during Cárdenas term of office. For the Soviet Union Lombardo was the true leader of the Mexican working class. Paradoxically, this closeness of Lombardo's to the Soviet Union limited his alliance with Cárde-nas who staunchly defended self-determination.
The support of such influential political leaders led Árbenz to believe that solidarity could be organized between governments of revolutionary origin. 33 Immediately after the invasion, former President Cárdenas sent a letter to Ruiz Cortines suggesting he mediates in the conflict (Buchenau, 2004: 136) . He refused. It was understandable. President Ruiz Cortines was certain that the Junta headed by Castillo Armas would decline the offer, and that it could have a negative effect on the relation with the US. The President did not respond to Cárdenas and Lombardo's entreaties. The Mexican government would defend Guatemala from the trenches of multilateral diplomacy.
There were other signs of support from the World Trade Unions Federation, WTUF; from Lombardo Toledano in the name of CTAL; university students and teachers took to the streets, manifestos were published in the papers. However, the echoes of these protests did not go too far because, according to the French paper Le Monde, the Mexican press did not report them. 34 For over two months, the Mexican embassy in Guatemala sheltered 318 refugees, Árbenz and his family included, as well as other members of his government, an unusually long period. The military junta refused to grant the safeconducts they needed to leave the country. In those weeks the Embassy endured attacks from Guatemalans who protested against the Mexican ambassador, Primo Villa Michel. He was accused of keeping the doors of the Embassy shut to anti-Communists who were fleeing repression when Árbenz was still in office.
The Guatemalans in the Mexican embassy, Árbenz in particular, were a cause of embarrassment for President Ruiz Cortines. The Guatemalan's presence associated the Mexican government with an enemy of the United States. The economic situation in Mexico was difficult; in April the government had announced a devaluation of the Mexican peso that went from 8.65 per dollar to 12.50 per dollar. The US government support had been crucial for stabilizing the exchange. The time did not seem right for a confrontation with the US.
Moreover, the main Mexico City newspapers complained about Árbenz' presence in the Mexican embassy, they even questioned the country's tradition of political asylum. For instance, "Refugees and felons" titled El Universal the editorial of July 5, 1954 . According to the paper, Guatemalan refugees were "political extremists" who had engaged in criminal actions in their own country. The government had to be careful not to admit them into Mexican territory where, in all likelihood, they would provoke disorder and would try to disseminate their "dangerous ideas" (El Universal, 5/ 07/ 1954). In mid-July an incident revealed the government´s will to differentiate itself from the Communists. The director of the Instituto Nacional de Bellas Artes, INBA, Andrés Iduarte, was ipso facto dismissed because he allowed a Communist flag to be placed on the casket of Frida Kahlo, the painter and wife of the renowned artist Diego Rivera, a Communist himself. The gesture was important because it took place in an official ceremony, in which Kahlo's remains were exposed to the public.
The diplomatic relation between Mexico and Guatemala was not interrupted. On July 13, Colonel Castillo Armas received the Mexican Ambassador Primo Villa Michel. This visit was an implicit acknowledgement of the new government, founded on the Estrada Doctrine that recognizes the right of nations to maintain or substitute their government, without the need for the international community to explicitly recognize its legitimacy.
In September, in his annual address to Congress, President Ruiz Cortines briefly mentioned the Guatemalan crisis, and concentrated himself instead on the defense of self-determination. He also condemned Communism but there was no mention of the US intervention, instead Ruiz Cortines praised continental solidarity as a contributing factor to world peace (XLVIII Legislatura, 1966, IV: 544) .
The Mexican aftermath
Árbenz'fall did not free the Mexican government from US pressures. Washington sought to prevent that the fallen Guatemalan receive the status of political refugee. On August 19, 1954, US ambassador Francis White presented the Mexican Undersecretary, José Gorostiza, a Memorandum containing his government's suggestions for the treatment of Guatemalan political refugees. The document has six points that can be resumed in one: Communists had to leave the country. The Mexican government could turn them in to the Guatemalan government. The Guatemalan courts had already judged them and sentenced them for a number of serious crimes, or they could be sent to the country of their choice in the Soviet bloc (AGE, SRE, Correspondencia de la Embajada de E.U. A. 19/ 08/ 1954) .
Such a proposition must have shocked and surprised the Mexican diplomat. In Mexico the Ministry of Foreign Relations was fully committed to the defense of political asylum and this tradition was obstinately upheld by the minister Padilla Nervo and by Isidro Fabela, a prominent jurist that at the end of the war was elected judge at the International Court of Justice. The US' ambassador's plan was ignored by the Ministry. Besides, the Guatemalan refugees had the support of the Sociedad de Amigos de Guatemala, most of whose members were also members of the PCM.
35 Former President Cárdenas, may even have some of them as his guests in Mexico when they were finally released in October. 36 President Ruiz Cortines grew impatient with the Guatemalans in the Embassy. On October 8, Undersecretary Gorostiza received a Memorándum from Ruiz Cortines private secretary with an underlined header: "By presidential instruction". The first line stated: "It is in the urgent interest of the Mexican Sate and of the Mexican people, now more than ever, to extradite the Guatemalan citizen Rosenberg (who had been Árbenz chief of police). Extradition has been requested on the grounds of criminal charges. It should proceed immediately." (AGE, SRE, "Correspondencia entre la Secretaría de la Presidencia y la SRE", 08-11/ 1954) .
The document refers to the President's exclusive prerogative to grant political asylum and to sign extraditions. In its most revealing passage the President's order describes the risks that he perceived in the refusal of the US government's request:
The United States of America wants Latin American governments to prove with undisputed facts that they stand against international Communism sponsored by the Soviet Union. Otherwise, internal unrest will suddenly appear and not cease until Communism has been totally banished from the Americas, on account of this region belonging de facto to the United States' political and economic sphere of influence (AGE, SRE, 08-11/ 1954 ).
Here President Ruiz Cortines expressed his major fear: "internal unrest", that could be a coup d'état, or a military uprising, something similar to the Guatemalan recent crisis. Thus, pressures on Mexico were predominantly political, probably because economic sanctions could hurt US interests as much as Mexico's. These interests had become so important that it was preferable to leave them undisturbed. The presidential Memorandum refers to the extradition of Major Rosenberg as a precedent "of a legal and anti-Communist nature in order to save Mexico from U.S. anti-Communist reprisals and distrust." (AGE, SRE, "Correspondencia entre la Secretaría de la Presidencia y la SRE", 08-11/ 1954 ).
RESTLESSNESS iN MExiCO: A GUATEMALAN LEGACY?
The three remaining years of Ruiz Cortines´ term of office, were a time of anxiety for the government. Students, workers and peasants protested, demonstrated on the streets, went on strike, occupied private farms, and attempted to organize independently from the PRI. Between 1955 and 1958 the number of strikes went from a 135 to 740; Rubén Jaramillo, an agrarian leader in the state of Morelos, led an armed group demanding land distribution. In 1956, students from the Instituto Politécnico Nacional, an institution created by President Cárdenas in 1937, challenged the government's restrictive economic policies and went on strike. However, the army took control of the Institute's buildings for a year until normality was restored. In 1958 members of the Communist party were elected to the railroad's union leadership as well as to the leadership of the teacher's union. Each of them attempted to break away from the PRI; however, their actions were shut down by the police, the leaders were arrested and remained in jail for several years. President Ruiz Cortines repeatedly reminded public opinion that he "would keep peace [throughout the country] at whatever price" (XLVIII Legislatura, 1966, IV: p.562) .
At the same time, the Mexican President reinforced the PRI. In 1953 women's right to vote was recognized. The party launched an ample affiliation campaign and by 1955, it announced that party membership had grown by three million. In the Presidential election of 1952 it won 2.7 million, but in the mid-term elections, the PRI received 90 per cent of the vote or 5.5 million votes. This figure indicates that according to the party's calculations it captured the totality of new voters (Singer, 2010: 138-169) .
In August 1955, the US ambassador to Mexico, Francis White wrote President Eisenhower a letter describing the excellent relation he had developed with the Mexican president since the Guatemalan crisis (FRUS, 1955 (FRUS, -1957 ). White reported that until then Ruiz Cortines had not been friendly with him, but after Arbenz' fall, the President invited him to an informal conversation. Since that day his visits to the presidential residence at nightfall had become a weekly routine. It did not seem to cross White's mind that this shift in attitude of the Mexican President might have been related to the fear provoked by the coup against Arbenz. Several Latin American governments and Ruiz Cortines' among them thought the same could happen to them. According to White, the change was due to the "stable elements" of Mexican society -bankers, the chambers of industry and commerce, and segments of the middle classes-had reacted against the peso devaluation, but, most of all against the support for the Árbenz government. In his opinion the conservative opposition had been more influential than the left (Buchenau, 2004: 133) .
White boasted of having convinced the Mexican President that Communism posed a genuine threat to Guatemala and Mexico. So much so, he continued, that Ruiz Cortines had proposed to further the cooperation between the two governments to fight Communism (FRUS, 1955 (FRUS, -1957 . He also asked him to be discreet about their frequent exchanges. If they became public they could harm the government. Mexican public opinion was always distrustful of collaboration with the United States, 37 especially in security matters. Paradoxically, the Presidential request revealed a lack of trust in the US that escaped the Ambassador's judgment.
The US may not have interfered directly in Mexican domestic affairs. However, it put an indirect pressure that was merely suggested. Presidents Eisenhower and Ruiz Cortines met for a third time in White Sulphur Springs on 26-27 March 1956. There Eisenhower made some suggestions to Ruiz Cortines. He told him that "subversion" and "Communist infiltration" were a matter of serious concern for the US people. He did not directly ask him to break up diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, but he warned the Mexican president that all Soviet embassies were "centers of espionage, sabotage and subversive activities." 38 Ruiz Cortines agreed with his host on the need to reinforce the anti-Communist crusade. For Eisenhower this commitment seemed to be a necessary introduction to any conversation with his allies. After that they proceeded to discuss trade and issues related to bilateral cooperation. 39 By 1957 Ruiz Cortines had learned how to deal with Eisenhower's obsession with Soviet expansion and the dissemination of Communism. He understood that AntiCommunism guided the US President's perception of the world and of his responsibilities as leader of the free world. Anti-Communism provided also the standard by which he measured the loyalty of his country's allies. Ruiz Cortines understood that he could use the US President's concerns in Mexico's benefit. In the conversation the Mexican President had with the new US ambassador, Robert C.Hill, he thanked him for keeping their meetings confidential and for respecting Mexico's self-determination. Ruiz Cortines stressed the importance of non-interference by external powers in the presidential succession.
That day the last part of the conversation was dedicated to a description of Adolfo López Mateos'virtues. He was the PRI candidate for the presidency and his campaign had just started. Ruiz Cortines wanted to give the US government all reassurances that he and his successor were alike. He said: "He is exactly like me." "He knows how to treat Communists", "As I do", he added sibylline.
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EPiLOGUE
As the presidential succession in 1958 approached, President Ruiz Cortines decided to offset the destabilizing effect of political discrepancies within society. The first step in that direction was to concentrate in his hands the decision regarding the PRI presidential candidate. López Mateos´candidacy was not the result of a negotiation among relevant political actors. He was chosen by Ruiz Cortines alone, who put in display all Presidential power. Secondly, he concentrated all his political energies in the building of an ample coalition comprising all those who identified with the Mexican Revolution, left and right. As a result López Mateos had the backing of Lombardo's Partido Popular Socialista, PPS, and of the retiree military members of Partido Auténtico de la Revolución Mexicana, PARM. Ruiz Cortines wanted López Mateos to represent revolutionary unity. Therefore, in July 1958 the PRI-PPS-PARM candidate -candidate of all revolutionaries-, Adolfo López Mateos, had only one competitor -Luis Alvarez-the PAN candidate, who represented the adversaries of the Mexican Revolution. The 1958 election was the first one since 1940 that did not split the political elite. Nevertheless, rather than expressing agreement, the election showed the government's growing intolerance of dissent, and the weak institutional representation of political differences.
To what extent was this particular development in Mexican domestic politics a result of the cold war context? The answer to this question suggests that the political status quo in each Latin American country was connected to the regional order. The comparison between the Guatemalan experience of 1954 and the Cuban revolution a decade later indicates that the hemispheric order also contributed to sustain national political systems.
In a stable regional order, such as that prevailing in Latin America in 1954, domestic reforms were neither threatening to that order or to US hegemony, nor could they go very far. Whereas the transformation of the environment brought about by the instability of US-Soviet relations in [1961] [1962] , produced the setting of a Communist regime in Cuba and destabilized almost every other country in the region. This means that while national political systems are sensitive to changes in the external context, changes in the domestic context do not necessarily affect the regional order. However, for President Eisenhower and his Secretary of State, John F. Dulles, the preservation of the internal status quo -even if it was undemocratic-in Latin American countries was a condition for the continuity of the regional order. From their perspective the durability of these political systems was of strategic interest for the US. However, history proved them wrong, because the disruption of the regional order caused by US intervention overturned the internal order of things. At the Caracas conference the OAS was an instrument of the US. The Mexican diplomacy was frustrated and decided to present its position in purely juridical terms. "Mexico has abstained from referring to the political problems weighing on the continental landscape even at the most critical moments of inter-American relations", (Pellicer, 1965 shocked many seasoned observers of Latin American developments. [He forced] the Conference to take a position uncongenial to the majority of the Latin American countries.
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